Researchers and managers use the term "new" to describe organizational members who have recently joined an organization, but how long are arriving recruits considered "new employees," and what factors drive this new-to-old transition? In this paper I hypothesize that co-worker perceptions of an individual's "newness" in the organization are a function of 1) the individual's organizational tenure; 2) the individual's relative position in the firm's tenure distribution; 3) the frequency of interaction between the rater and the individual and 4) rater tenure. To evaluate these hypotheses I conducted a sociometric survey among four entrepreneurial organizations (n=200), asking respondents to evaluate the newness of their co-workers. The results support all four hypotheses but suggest that relative tenure (defined as a member's percentile rank in the firm's tenure distribution) is the strongest predictor of organizational newness perceptions. More specifically, "new employees" are the 30% of the organization with the lowest tenure. This means that organizational growth and turnover have a major effect on how long arriving recruits are considered new employees, which in turn has implications for new employee research in areas like socialization, mentoring, training, and career development.
Introduction
The term "new employee" is commonplace in both organizational research and managerial practice. Researchers use the term to define a subset of organizational members that have recently entered an organization, and argue that the initial experiences of these members in the first weeks, months, or years after entry have major implications for the members' entire organizational career (Berlew & Hall, 1966) . The term "new employee" also figures prominently into research on organizational socialization (Ashforth & Saks, 1996; Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 1998; Griffin, Colella, & Goparaju, 2001; Morrison, 2002) , training (Saks, 1995 (Saks, , 1996 Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1991; Wanous & Reichers, 2000) , and mentoring (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992; Kram, 1985; Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000; Shea, 1994) .
Managers also designate certain individuals in organizations as "new employees," and devote a significant percentage of their managerial attention and resources toward these particular workers. Countless books and articles have been written about the "new employee" -a recent keyword search on the Amazon.com website found 4,284 books that contained the term, including New Employee Orientation Training (Larson, 2002) ,
The New Employee Survival Guide (Holton, 1998) , and Creative New Employee Orientation Programs (Sims, 2001) . Managerial focus on the "new employee" makes sense -the rise in entrepreneurship, reorganizations, downsizings, and mergers among U.S. corporations has meant that more and more people are finding themselves new to their work organization. Recent data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (1997) show that mean job tenure among males has decreased 17% in the past two decades, and 26% of all workers in the U.S. have been in their organization less than a year. Interestingly, though both researchers and practitioners recognize the importance of effectively managing new employees, the term "new employee" itself remains undefined.
While everyone might agree that an arriving recruit is a "new employee" on their first day, how does that agreement change over time, and when do members stop being considered as "new employees?" In a previous paper I explored self-perceptions of newcomer status inside organizations (Author, 2004) 1 and found that relative tenure (measured as an individual's percentile rank in the firm's tenure distribution) is a much better predictor of self-perceived newcomer status than is absolute tenure (measured in months or years). The goal of this study is to explore the individual and organizational factors that influence co-worker perceptions of newness inside organizations, and see how co-worker perceptions compare with self-perceptions of newcomer status.
Theory and Hypotheses
The term "new employee" is effectively a label or status applied to individuals who have recently joined an organization. Like other statuses, it exists because it has utility for organizational members. Being considered "new" to an organization can have its benefits. For example, human resource managers may consider certain individuals as "new" and target them for special orientation, training, or mentoring activities. Managers may pay special attention to those subordinates they consider "new," providing guidance and feedback that they wouldn't necessarily give other workers (Fisher, 1985) . Coworkers might also be more helpful to those they consider as "new" to the organization (Louis, Posner, & Powell, 1983) or more likely to forgive the mistakes of "new" employees (Greenberg, 1996) . 1 I am the sole author of Author (2004) -I've disguised the name to preserve the anonymity of this paper. Currently the paper is forthcoming at the Journal of Organizational Behavior.
On the other hand, being considered "new" to an organization can have its negatives, and Krackhardt (1996) has argued that the classic organizational-level notion of "liability of newness" (Stinchcombe, 1965) can be extended down to individuals. New employees typically do not have established relationships or have demonstrated value to the organization, so their jobs, reputation, and status are more tenuous. Co-workers might also assume that new employees know little about organization's norms and routines and be less likely to seek them out for information and advice (Borgatti & Cross, 2003; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) . Early laboratory studies found that "new" members to a group tend to give fewer innovative ideas (Nash & Wolfe, 1957) and are judged less creative by co-workers (Ziller, Behringer, & Jansen, 1961) . "New" members to a group exercise also tend to be more anxious about their performance and consider their initial performance to be worse than other group members (Moreland & Levine, 1982) .
Though "new employee" status has not been extensively studied by researchers, the prior research described above suggests that the status brings with it certain expectations and assumptions for both new employees and co-workers. New employees typically strive to learn about the organization, and "veteran" co-workers strive to teach and model appropriate behavior. Full membership and acceptance is not achieved until new employees demonstrate some mastery and respect of organizational culture. Recent arrivals that do not attempt to understand, accept, and internalize the organizational culture may be ostracized by insiders and ultimately lose their membership entirely.
Academics and consultants have written many books offering advice to new employees and their managers (e.g., Blitzer & Reynolds-Rush, 1999; Chapman, 1992; E. Holton, 1998 ; E. F. Holton & Naquin, 2001; Sutcliffe, 1997) , and most tend to reinforce these expectations and assumptions, suggesting that new recruits ask questions and avoid bold moves until they understand existing traditions. For example, in the preface to his book "The Ultimate New Employee Survival Guide," Holton (1998, p. xv) offers the following advice to new hires: "The most effective new hires…accept the fact that they are new and have much to learn. Their most important concern initially is not how much they can teach the company about themselves but rather how much they can learn about the company and the people in it. This book can help you become effective too, because it's about learning the ropes, learning how things are done, and learning about your company and the people it in before you try to make changes."
Despite the evidence that "new" matters in organizations, there has been little research exploring how individuals evaluate the newness of their co-workers or what individual or organizational factors influence these perceptions. I contend that if we are to properly study new employees we need a better definition and understanding of the term "new".
In the following paragraphs I develop four potential hypotheses that explain and predict employee "newness" perceptions of co-workers and then test them via a sociometric survey.
Organizational tenure. As discussed earlier in this paper, researchers have traditionally associated "new employee" with a specific tenure range, often the initial 2 to 3 years after entry (Gundry, 1993; King & Sethi, 1998; Lee & Allen, 1982; Morrison & Vancouver, 1997) . Organizational-level researchers exploring "liability of newness" have also used organizational tenure or age (measured in months or years) as measure of newness (Henderson, 1999; Schussler, 1990; Singh & Tucker, 1986; Thornhill & Amit, 2000) .
Clearly the term "new" is a temporal phenomenon, so it makes sense that individual perceptions of "newness" in co-workers should co-vary with absolute organizational tenure (measured in months or years) -the higher the tenure, the less likely someone is seen as a "new" employee:
Hypothesis 1: Co-worker perceptions of employee newness in an individual are associated with that individual's absolute tenure.
Relative tenure. Though researchers have generally used absolute measures of tenure as the basis for most organizational research, some theorists have argued that other relational measures of time might be more appropriate (Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Bluedorn & Denhardt, 1988; Clark, 1985) . The most popular example of "relative time" is Gersick (1989) , who found that group members change their strategy and approach at the mid-point of the project, regardless of the absolute project length. Adopting this approach, in Author (2004) I argued that relative tenure (defined as an individual's percentile rank in the firm's tenure distribution) may be a better predictor of self-perceptions of newcomer status than absolute tenure. In this paper, I hypothesize that relative tenure will also be important in how individuals evaluate the newness of their co-workers:
Hypothesis 2: Co-worker perceptions of employee newness in an individual are associated with that individual's relative tenure.
Familiarity. Organizational researchers have also noted that "although time has an objective, physical component the experience of time varies across conditions and across actors" (Ancona et al., 2001, p. 518 ). In particular, Butler (1995) has argued that the perception of time passage is influenced by novelty and regularity. Individuals experiencing lots of novel events perceive time as having passed more slowly; in contrast, individuals experiencing more regularly occurring events tend to perceive time as having passed more quickly.
Adopting this perspective to the concept of newness, I hypothesize that co-workers who frequently interact with an individual will see him or her as less "new" than someone of equal tenure with whom they have had little interaction. Repeated exposure to an individual will reduce the novelty and increase the regularity of those interactions, speeding up the perceived passage of time and thus lowering perceptions of newness with respect to that individual.
Hypothesis 3: Co-worker perceptions of employee newness in an individual are associated with the frequency of work interactions with that individual.
Rater Bias. Numerous studies have shown there is often rater bias when respondents are evaluating co-workers on some meaningful dimension (Antonioni & Park, 2001; Kingstorm & Mainstone, 1985; Mount & Systma, 1997) . I hypothesize that members will to some extent evaluate the newness of their co-workers relative to their own organizational tenure. Members who have been in the organization a long time will tend to see a higher percentage of the organization as being "new" than members who have been in the organization a very short time. As a result, on average, members of high tenure will tend to rate other members higher in newness than will members of low tenure.
Hypothesis 4: Co-worker perceptions of employee newness in other individuals are associated with differences in rater tenure.
Method
To evaluate these hypotheses, I conducted a sociometric survey among four high-tech entrepreneurial organizations in Silicon Valley. Three of the companies developed computer hardware, and one specialized in internet retailing. Organization size ranged from 34 to 89 employees, and organizational age from 2 to 5 years. Average tenure in each organization ranged from 9 to 15 months. Most of the employees in all four organizations were male, and many were engineers with advanced degrees. All four companies had very low turnover since founding, averaging less than 5 percent per year.
Specific information about each company can be found in Table 1 .
For the purposes of this study, selecting small entrepreneurial startups offered several empirical advantages. Surveying four companies improves the generalizability of the results. Choosing small companies made it easier to survey the entire organization, reducing potential error in sociometric measures (Holland & Leinhardt, 1973; Walker, 1985) . More importantly, I wanted to choose companies for which organizational entry was a clear event. Many larger companies have experienced mergers, acquisitions, or frequent restructurings that might have made it more difficult for members to evaluate the newness of their employees. For example, after an acquisition some co-workers might be seen as "new" to the acquiring company but not "new" to the acquired company. Firms that have lots of departments and divisions and frequent transfers between them might also have similar reference group issues. The four firms I selected had grown entirely through direct hiring and were small enough that the organizations had not yet split into several highly independent departments.
To administer the survey I visited each company and made a presentation at one of their "all-hands" meetings, explaining the purpose of the research and getting a verbal endorsement from the company CEO. I then passed out a paper-based survey to each employee, including a self-addressed stamped envelope so they could mail the survey directly to me. A week later I sent a reminder e-mail to each employee and then a follow-up email a few days later to the remaining non-respondents. Response rates for each firm ranged from 85% to 93%. Overall, 205 surveys were returned, but five were only partially complete and were eliminated from later analysis. There were no demographic differences between respondents, non-respondents, and the five employees with incomplete surveys.
Measures of Dependent and Independent Variables
Newness. To evaluate organizational newness I provided each respondent a list of employees for their particular firm, and asked them to rate each listed co-worker to the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the statement "(Person) is new to the Familiarity. In the survey I provided each respondent a list of all employees and asked them to "Please circle the names of those people with whom you frequently interact to accomplish your work 4 ." Familiarity was measured as the in-degree work centrality of an individual Wasserman & Faust, 1994) , defined as the percent of co-workers who identify the individual as someone with whom they work frequently. By using this measure I am making an assumption that people in organizations are more familiar with co-workers with whom they work frequently than with those they do not, and that members with high in-degree work centrality measures are more familiar to a greater percentage of coworkers than members with low in-degree centrality measures.
Control Variables. Since organizational newness has not been previously measured, it is
unclear what factors need to be included as control variables. However, I suspect that certain demographic variables might influence newness perceptions in organizations. If we assume that a "new employee" carries with it certain expectations about organizational expertise, the extent to which an individual violates these expectations might influence newness measures. Similar to Author (2004) , I hypothesized that those members who have more formal education, more previous work experience in the industry, more life experience prior to entry, and a higher managerial level may appear to violate knowledge expectations of "new employees" and thus seem less new to coworkers than other members of similar tenure. Therefore, I included education, previous work experience, age, and managerial level as control variables.
Education was measured as a five point scale (1 = high school, 2 = some college, 3 = bachelor's degree, 4 = master's degree, 5 = doctorate degree). Year of previous work experience was obtained from the question "How many years of work experience do you have in this industry?" Age was measured in years based on birthdate. I re-defined work experience and age to reflect those values prior to entry to minimize co-variance with organizational tenure measures. Managerial level was a three-level measure calculated based on organizational charts (1= no direct reports, 2 = direct reports but not part of the management team and 3 = top management team). Finally, given the high percentage of males in these organizations I also included gender as a control variable. A woman in these organizations might be considered as more "novel" and potentially more new than a man of similar tenure.
Results
Table Two is a correlation matrix of all variables in the four firm aggregated dataset 5 . Table Three contains a hierarchical regression analysis evaluating the relationship between the demographic control variables, absolute tenure, relative tenure, in-degree work centrality and the average rating for newness given to an individual by his or her co-workers. Model One examines the effect of the demographic control variables, which together explain only about 15% of the variance in average newness ratings. Both manager level and gender are significant, but both variables become non-significant once absolute tenure is added in Model Two. Further analysis of the four organizations suggests that the initial significance of gender and managerial level was caused by the fact that in the majority of the organizations the earliest employees were largely male and became part of the top management team.
In Model Two absolute tenure was found to be significantly related to average newness rating by co-workers (∆R 2 = 0.424, ∆F = 169.571, n = 162, p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis One. However, the relationship between absolute tenure and average newness rating became non-significant once relative tenure was added in Model Three.
Relative tenure explains an additional 24% of the variance over absolute tenure and the Interestingly, this is nearly the same number I obtained when I asked individuals to report their own self-perception of newcomer status -individuals consider themselves a newcomer to the organization until they reach the 30 th percentile of relative tenure (Author, 2004) 7 .
Discussion
Traditionally researchers have considered "newness" to be a temporal variable, something an employee loses over time by learning about the organization and establishing relationships with co-workers. The results of this study suggest that "newness" is actually a status reserved for the 30% of the organization with the lowest tenure. Since changes in relative tenure occur over time newness still co-varies with absolute tenure, but it isn't the driving force behind newness perceptions inside firms.
Why is this important to researchers and managers? In Author (2004) I showed that changes in relative tenure inside firms are entirely determined by organizational growth and turnover. Using the definition for relative tenure used in this study, one can derive the instantaneous rate of change in relative tenure as: In the same survey I included a 7-item construct that measured each respondent's self-perception of their newcomer status. This included items such as "I am new to the organization" and "I am treated like an oldtimer in this organization (reverse-scored)." Factor analysis revealed this to be a single construct with high reliability (Author, 2004) . Using regression analysis, the point at which the average score of the 7 items crossed the midpoint of the aggregated item scale was 30.1, 29.1, 27.6, and 34.1 for Companies A through D respectively. The key conclusions to draw from this formula are that 1) individuals in fast growing organizations will lose their "new" status much more quickly than individuals in slow growing organizations and 2) departure of more senior members will accelerate changes in an individual's relative tenure, while departure of more junior members will slow it down. The rate of change in relative tenure is independent of organizational size or age, though proportional growth rates often slow as an organization gets bigger and older.
This result has some interesting implications for researchers studying "new" members in organizations. As discussed earlier, there have been several studies showing that coworkers evaluate and treat "new" employees differently than other members, and employees think and act differently if they consider themselves "new" to the group or organization. If "new" status is mostly determined by relative tenure, and relative tenure by organizational growth and turnover, then organizational growth and turnover may affect new employee (and co-worker) behavior in ways that haven't been explored by previous literature.
For researchers, simply defining "new employees" as those within a specific tenure range may be inappropriate in some firms. It might be difficult to determine changes in behavior and attitudes caused by learning and socialization from changes caused by shifts in "new employee" status driven by organizational growth and turnover. Longitudinal studies that use a sample of new employees across a multitude of companies may be particularly vulnerable -while a respondent in a slow-growth firm might be treated as a "new employee" after six months, a respondent in a fast-growth firm might already have lost their "new employee" status.
The results also have implications for new recruits. In fast growth firms, the "new employee" phase is effectively compressed, which has both advantages and disadvantages for these individuals. On the positive side, new hires may lose the anxiety associated with being a new employee and be approached for advice and information sooner than similar recruits in slow-growth organizations. These people will effectively stay "new" for only as long as it takes for even newer recruits to push them out of their "new" status. On the negative side, they will have less time to use their "new" status to justify requests for information or to excuse mistakes. This may create an alternative kind of anxiety, where members that have rapidly lost their "new employee" status may be reluctant to ask "newbie" type questions about things that they think they should already know.
In slow-growth firms, the advantages and disadvantages are somewhat reversed. On the positive side, "new" employees will have plenty of time to use their status to justify questions, and co-workers are likely to excuse their initial mistakes for a much longer period of time. On the negative side, relatively new employees might be saddled with their "new" status for longer than is justified by their actual knowledge about the organization. Co-workers might also discount their "newbie" ideas for much longer than would occur in a fast-growing organization.
These results may also imply interesting challenges and opportunities for managers and human resource specialists too. Training and development strategies that are effective during periods of slow growth might not be as effective during periods of fast growth, and vice versa. For example, many firms have "new employee" orientation and training, held periodically throughout the year, and arriving recruits are scheduled for the next available session. In one large Silicon Valley firm it was not unusual for a new recruit to take the "Welcome to the Company" training up to six months after joining the firm (due to the frequency of training and schedule conflicts). During periods of slow growth this timing might be quite appropriate as recruits might still be considered as a new employee after six months. However during periods of fast growth members might already be considered as an "oldtimer" by then, making attendance at a "Welcome to the Company" training at odds with their current status.
During periods of fast growth or high turnover, managers and HR specialists have effectively less "new employee" training time before recruits begin training even newer members. However, these recruits may overcome their newcomer anxiety more quickly than in slow-growth firms and be ready for the responsibility. During periods of slow growth, however, managers can hold recruits in "new employee" status longer, which might keep these recruits more receptive to training and more eager to master the organizational culture and gain acceptance by co-workers. On the other hand, arriving recruits may remain tentative, risk-averse "newcomers" longer than would have occurred under periods of fast growth.
There are limitations to this study. I examined newness perceptions in four small, entrepreneurial organizations in Silicon Valley. More research is needed with larger and more established companies to ensure that the relationship between relative tenure and newness perceptions are generalizable to a broad variety of organizations. It is also still unclear whether the relationship between relative tenure and newness perceptions will hold in extreme conditions of growth and turnover. For example, it is unlikely that in a firm with no growth or turnover an individual with low relative tenure will be seen as a newcomer forever.
Similarly, this study surveyed organizations with a high percentage of young, white males -further research is needed with a more diverse sample to determine if and how age, race, and gender might affect newness perceptions. Though my dependent measure of newness represented an average of multiple raters, each rater evaluated co-worker newness using a single-item measure. This was also a cross-sectional study taken at one moment in time across multiple individuals -longitudinal research is needed to confirm that individual changes in relative tenure over time result in changes in co-worker perceptions of newness.
Finally, organizational and national cultures may also impact newness perceptions in ways that were not revealed by this study. For example, organizational "status passages" like formal graduation from junior or trainee roles might signal to co-workers that an individual is no longer "new," moderating the relationship between relative tenure and newness perceptions. More research is needed in organizations that have formalized socialization processes in these ways. Similarly, in countries where an individual's age strongly influences co-worker perceptions and interactions, this variable may also moderate the relationship between relative tenure and newness perceptions. National traditions may cause older employees to be treated as an "oldtimers" even if they haven't been in the organization for very long. More research is needed to explore the impact of culture on perceptions of the "new employee." Note: Demographic percentages for education and age are based on the respondent sample. All others are based on the entire organization. Step 2: Absolute Tenure -0.725 *** 0.025 -0.053
Step 3: Relative Tenure -0.922 *** -0.787 ***
Step 4 
